
Irreversibility, Thermodynamic Uncertainty Relation, and Information Scrambling

Yoshihiko Hasegawa∗

Department of Information and Communication Engineering,
Graduate School of Information Science and Technology,

The University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-8656, Japan
(Dated: March 1, 2022)

Entropy production characterizes irreversibility. This viewpoint induces us to regard thermo-
dynamic uncertainty relation, stating that higher precision can be achieved at the cost of higher
entropy production, as a relation between precision and the extent of irreversibility. In this Let-
ter, we show that the precision of arbitrary Hermitian observables has a lower bound comprising
the Loschmidt echo, which represents the irreversibility of quantum dynamics. Considering the
continuous measurement in quantum Markov processes, the obtained relation can be viewed as a
lower bound for the precision of counting observables, which is a quantum analog of thermodynamic
uncertainty relation. Moreover, applying the obtained relation to the information scrambling, we
obtain an upper bound for the out-of-time-order correlator.

Introduction.—Thermodynamic uncertainty relation
(TUR) [1–17] (see [18] for a review) provides the univer-
sal relation between precision and thermodynamic cost.
In the simplest form, it states JK2/ 〈〉2 ≥ 2/ 〈σ〉, where
〈〉 and JK are mean and standard deviation, respec-
tively, of a current observable , and σ is mean of the
entropy production. TUR implies that higher precision
can be achieved at a cost of higher entropy production.
Entropy production quantifies the irreversibility of the
system. Let PF (Γ) be probability to observe a trajec-
tory Γ in the forward process, and PR(Γ) be that to ob-
serve a time-reversed trajectory Γ. Then entropy produc-
tion is defined by a log ratio between PF (Γ) and PR(Γ)
[Fig. 1(a)]:

σ = ln
PF (Γ)

PR(Γ)
. (1)

This relation provides a viewpoint that TUR is a conse-
quence of irreversibility, that is, the larger the extent of
irreversibility, the higher the precision of thermodynamic
machines becomes.

In Newtonian dynamics, despite microscopic reversibil-
ity, irreversibility emerges due to the chaotic nature of
many-body systems. For chaotic many-body systems,
even if we can consider the reversed dynamics by re-
verting the sign of momenta, an infinitely small per-
turbation applied to the state results in exponential di-
vergence from the original reversed dynamics, implying
that it is impossible to realize such reversed dynamics in
reality. This viewpoint implies that the extent of irre-
versibility can be evaluated through the extent of chaos,
which is often quantified by the Lyapunov exponent. The
Loschmidt echo [19, 20] is an indicator for the effect of
small perturbation applied to the Hamiltonian in quan-
tum systems, which can be regarded as a quantum analog
of the Lyapunov exponent. Consider an isolated quan-
tum system. Given the initial pure state |Ψ(0)〉, Hamil-
tonian H, and its perturbed one H?, the Loschmidt echo

is defined by

η ≡ | 〈Ψ(0)|eiH?τe−iHτ |Ψ(0)〉 |2. (2)

Equation (2) evaluates the fidelity between two states,
e−iHτ |Ψ(0)〉 and e−iH?τ |Ψ(0)〉, at time t = τ [Fig. 1(b)].
These states are prepared by forward time evolution
induced by H and H?, respectively. Alternatively,
Eq. (2) can be viewed as the fidelity between |Ψ(0)〉 and
eiH?τe−iHτ |Ψ(0)〉 at t = 0, where the latter state is ob-
tained by applying the forward time evolution by H and
the subsequent reversed time evolution by H? to |Ψ(0)〉
[Fig. 1(c)]. The second interpretation provides a nat-
ural extension of the classical irreversibility. We show
that the precision of Hermitian observables applied to
the system has a lower bound comprising the Loschmidt
echo. Specifically, when we consider the continuous mea-
surement in quantum Markov processes, the precision
of counting observables is bounded from below by the
Loschmidt echo. This relation can be regarded as a quan-
tum extension of the classical TURs, whose bound com-
prises the entropy production quantifying the irreversibil-
ity of classical Markov processes. Notably, the obtained
quantum TUR holds for any continuous measurement,
which has not been realized in the previous quantum
TURs [21–30]. Moreover, we show that the main re-
sult can be applied to the information scrambling. We
obtain an upper bound for the out-of-time-order corre-
lation (OTOC), which quantifies the extent of quantum
chaos and information spreading in quantum many-body
systems.
Results.—We now relate the precision of Hermitian ob-

servables with the Loschmidt echo η defined in Eq. (2).
Given the two Hamiltonians H and H? in Eq. (2), we
assume that |Ψ〉 and |Ψ?〉 are time evolution induced by
H and H?, respectively, that is, |Ψ〉 = e−iHτ |Ψ(0)〉 and
|Ψ?〉 = e−iH?τ |Ψ(0)〉 [Fig. 1(b)]. Let F be a general
Hermitian measurement operator on |Ψ〉 and |Ψ?〉. F
admits the eigendecomposition F =

∑
z f(z)Λ(z), where

f(z) and Λ(z) are an eigenvalue and its corresponding
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FIG. 1. Quantification of irreversibility. (a) Entropy production σ in classical Markov processes, which is defined by a
log-ratio between PF (Γ), probability to observe a trajectory Γ in the forward process, and PR(Γ), that to observe a time-
reversed trajectory Γ in the reversed process. (b) Loschmidt echo η in quantum dynamics, which is the fidelity between two
states, e−iHτ |Ψ(0)〉 and e−iH?τ |Ψ(0)〉 at t = τ . These states are obtained by forward time evolution induced by H and H?,
respectively. (c) Another viewpoint of Loschmidt echo η, which is the fidelity between two states, |Ψ(0)〉 and eiH?τe−iHτ |Ψ(0)〉,
at t = 0. The latter state is obtained by forward time evolution by H and the subsequent reversed time evolution by H?.

projector, respectively. By using the projector Λ(z) in
Eq. (11), the fidelity is bounded from above by

|〈Ψ?|Ψ〉| ≤
∑

z

|〈Ψ?|Λ(z)|Ψ〉|

≤
∑

z

√
〈Ψ?|Λ(z)|Ψ?〉

√
〈Ψ|Λ(z)|Ψ〉

= 1−H2(P, P?). (3)

where P (z) ≡ 〈Ψ|Λ(z)|Ψ〉, P?(z) ≡ 〈Ψ?|Λ(z)|Ψ?〉, and
H2(•, •) is the Hellinger distance. The Hellinger distance
is defined by

H2(P, P?) =
1

2

∑

z

(√
P (z)−

√
P?(z)

)2
, (4)

where 0 ≤ H2(P, P?) ≤ 1. Therefore, the Hellinger dis-
tance quantifies the similarity between the two distribu-
tions. The Hellinger distance has a lower bound given
mean and variance [31–33]. In particular, we use a tighter
lower bound recently derived in Ref. [33]:

H2(P,Q) ≥ 1−
[( 〈f〉P − 〈f〉Q

JfKP + JfKQ

)2

+ 1

]− 1
2

, (5)

where 〈f〉P ≡
∑
z f(z)P (z) and JfKP ≡

√
〈f2〉P − 〈f〉

2
P

stand for mean standard deviation, respectively. Substi-
tuting Eq. (5) to Eq. (3), we obtain

(JFK + JFK?
〈F〉 − 〈F〉?

)2

≥ 1

η−1 − 1
. (6)

where 〈F〉 ≡ 〈Ψ|F|Ψ〉 and JF K ≡
√
〈F2〉 − 〈F〉2 (quan-

tities with ? should be evaluated for |Ψ?〉 instead of |Ψ〉).
Equation (6) is the main result of this Letter. Equa-
tion (6) shows that the precision is bounded from below
by the Loschmidt echo η. When the system becomes
more irreversible (that is, smaller η), the precision can

be improved. Note that if we employ a lower bound of
the Hellinger distance in Refs. [31, 32], we obtain a dif-
ferent bound.
Thermodynamic uncertainty relation.—TURs in clas-

sical Markov processes consider an observable which is a
function of a stochastic trajectory generated by a classi-
cal Markov process. Using Eq. (6), we can obtain a TUR
for quantum Markov processes. We consider a quan-
tum Markov process described by a Lindblad equation
[34, 35]. Let ρS(t) be a density operator at time t. The
time evolution of ρS(t) is governed by

ρ̇S = LρS ≡ −i [HS , ρS ] +
M∑

m=1

D(ρS , Lm), (7)

where L is a Lindblad super-operator, HS is a Hamilto-
nian, D(ρS , L) ≡

[
LρSL

† −
{
L†L, ρS

}
/2
]

is a dissipator,
and Lm (1 ≤ m ≤M with M being the number of jump
operators) is an mth jump operator ([•, •] and {•, •} de-
note the commutator and anticommutator, respectively).
Note that HS is different from the total Hamiltonian H,
which induces unitary time evolution on the isolated sys-
tem. For a sufficiently small time interval ∆t, the Lind-
blad equation of Eq. (7) admits the Kraus representation

ρS(t+ ∆t) =
∑M
m=0 VmρS(t)V †m, where

V0 ≡ IS − i∆tHS −
1

2
∆t

M∑

m=1

L†mLm, (8)

Vm ≡
√

∆tLm (1 ≤ m ≤M), (9)

where IS denote the identity operator in S (the other
identity operators are defined in the same way). V0 cor-
responds to no jump and Vm (1 ≤ m ≤M) to mth jump
within the interval [t, t+ ∆t]. Vm (0 ≤ m ≤M) satisfies

a completeness relation
∑M
m=0 V

†
mVm = IS . As discussed

later, Vm defined in Eqs. (8) and (9) are not only opera-
tors that are consistent with Eq. (7). There are infinitely
many operators that can induce the same time evolution.
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Using the input-output formalism [36–39], we describe
the time evolution generated by the Kraus operators (8)
and (9) as interactions between the principal system S
and the environment E [Fig. 2(a)]. Let t = 0 and t = τ be
the initial and the final time, respectively, of the time evo-
lution. We discretize the time interval [0, τ ] by dividing
it into N intervals, where N is a sufficiently large num-
ber, and we define ∆t ≡ τ/N and tk ≡ ∆tk (t0 = 0 and
tN = τ). Here, the orthonormal basis of E is assumed to
be |mN−1, ...,m1,m0〉 (mk ∈ {0, 1, ...,M −1,M}), where
a subspace |mk〉 interacts with S via a unitary operator
Utk during an interval [tk, tk+1] [Fig. 2(a)]. When the
initial states of S and E are |ψS〉 and |0N−1, ..., 01, 00〉,
respectively, the composite state at t = τ is

|Ψ(τ)〉 = UtN−1
· · ·Ut0 |ψS〉 ⊗ |0N−1, · · · , 00〉

=
∑

m

VmN−1
· · ·Vm0

|ψS〉 ⊗ |mN−1, · · · ,m0〉 ,

(10)

where Vmk
= 〈mk|Utk |0k〉 is an action on S, which is

associated with the transition from |0k〉 to |mk〉 in E. If
we calculate TrE [|Ψ(τ)〉 〈Ψ(τ)|] for ∆t → 0, we recover
the original Lindblad equation of Eq. (7).

Continuous measurement [40, 41] of the principal sys-
tem via the environment at each time interval corre-
sponds to measuring the environment at the final time
[Fig. 2(a)]. When we measure the environment at
t = τ with projectors Π(m) = |m〉 〈m| with m ≡
[mN−1, ...,m1,m0], we obtain a realization of m and the
principal system becomes VmN−1

· · ·Vm0
|ψS〉 (note that

this state is unnormalized). Therefore, m constitutes
a measurement record of the continuous measurement.
Because the evolution of VmN−1

· · ·Vm0
|ψS〉 is stochastic

depending on the measurement record, it is referred to
as a quantum trajectory which can be described by the
stochastic Schrödinger equation [42]. In classical TURs,
we are interested in a counting observable that counts
and weights transitions in the stochastic trajectory. The
counting observable in the classical stochastic thermo-
dynamics is

∑
j 6=i CjiNji, where Nji is the number of

transitions from ith to jth state during the time inter-
val, and Cji ∈ R is its weight. The current observable
assumes anti-symmetry Cji = −Cij , which is a special
case of the counting observable. Similarly, in a quantum
Markov process, we wish to count the number of jumps
in a quantum trajectory. Let us consider an Hermitian
measurement operator G on E, which admits the follow-
ing eigendecomposition:

G =
∑

m

g(m)Π(m). (11)

We assume that g(m) in Eq. (11) counts and weights
jumps in m, which defines a counting observable in
quantum Markov processes. Specifically, we may use
g(m) =

∑N−1
k=0 Cmk

, where C ≡ [0, a1, ..., aM ] (ai ∈ R) is

a projection vector specifying the weight of each jump.
For instance, when M = 1 (there is a single jump opera-
tor), an example of the measurement record is something
like m = [0, 0, 1, 0, · · · , 0, 1, 0, 0] where 1s denote the de-
tection of jumps. When C = [0, 1], g(m) simply counts
the number of jumps in m. Then 〈Ψ(τ)|IS ⊗ G|Ψ(τ)〉 and

〈Ψ(τ)|IS ⊗ G2|Ψ(τ)〉 − 〈Ψ(τ)|IS ⊗ G|Ψ(τ)〉2 yield mean
and variance of the number of jumps within the inter-
val [0, τ ].

The Loschmidt echo concerns the fidelity between the
original |Ψ〉 and the perturbed state |Ψ?〉 [Eq. (2)]. Let
H?,S and L?,m (1 ≤ m ≤ M) be the perturbed Hamil-
tonian and the jump operator in Eqs. (8) and (9). Then
V?,m, the Kraus operators of the perturbed dynamics,
can be defined through Eqs. (8) and (9), where HS and
Lm should be replaced with H?,S and L?,m, respectively.
Similar to Eq. (10), the composite state of the perturbed
dynamics at t = τ is

|Ψ?(τ)〉 =
∑

m

V?,mN−1
· · ·V?,m0 |ψS〉 ⊗ |mN−1, · · · ,m0〉 .

(12)
Calculation of the Loschmidt echo | 〈Ψ?|Ψ〉 |2 for
Eqs. (10) and (12) appears to be a formidable task be-
cause the composite state [|Ψ(τ)〉 or |Ψ?(τ)〉], comprising
the principal system and the environment, is not acces-
sible in general. However, for the continuous measure-
ment, the Loschmidt echo can be computed explicitly af-
ter Refs. [37, 43]. Notice that 〈Ψ?|Ψ〉 = TrSE [|Ψ〉 〈Ψ?|] =
TrS [φ] where φ(t) ≡ TrE [|Ψ(t)〉 〈Ψ?(t)|]. Therefore, by
using Eqs. (10) and (12), φ satisfies a two-sided Lind-
blad equation [37, 43]: φ̇ = Kφ ≡ −iHSφ + iφHS,? +∑
m LmφL

†
?,m − 1

2

∑
m[L†mLmφ + φL†?,mL?,m], where K

is a super-operator. Note that φ does not preserve the
trace, that is, TrS [φ(t)] 6= 1 in general. By solving
the two-sided Lindblad equation, the solution is φ(τ) =
eKτρS(0) where ρS(0) = |ψS〉 〈ψS | is the initial density
operator of the Lindblad dynamics [44]. The Loschmidt

echo η is expressed by η =
∣∣TrS

[
eKτρS(0)

]∣∣2 . Impor-
tantly, η can be specified by quantities of S alone (HS ,
Lm, H?,S , and L?,m). We do not require information
about E, which is not accessible in general. Calculations
above assumed an initially pure state; however, general-
ization to an initially mixed state case is straightforward
[42]. By taking F = IS ⊗ G in Eq. (6), where G is the
counting observable defined in Eq. (11), we obtain

(JGK + JGK?
〈G〉 − 〈G〉?

)2

≥ 1

|TrS [eKτρS(0)]|−2 − 1
. (13)

Equation (13) shows that the precision of counting ob-
servables is improved when the extent of irreversibility
becomes higher, which qualitatively agrees with classi-
cal TURs [1, 2]. Classical TURs have the lower bound
comprising the entropy production that characterizes the
irreversibility of classical Markov processes. The Kraus
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operator Vm in Eqs. (8) and (9) are not unique and de-
pend on the continuous measurement. We can shown
that Eq. (13) holds for any continuous measurement [42].

We consider a specific case that the perturbed dy-
namics is empty in Eq. (13), that is, HS,? = 0 and
L?,m = 0 for all m. In this case, the composite state
of the perturbed dynamics at t = τ is |Ψ?(τ)〉 = |ψS〉 ⊗
|0N−1, · · · , 00〉, which is unchanged from the initial state.
Because G counts the number of jumps in the measure-
ment record m, it should vanish at the initial state be-
cause there is no jump at t = 0. Therefore 〈G〉? = 0 and
JGK? = 0 for the empty dynamics. Equation (6) becomes

JGK2
〈G〉2

≥ 1∣∣∣TrS

[
e(−iHS− 1

2

∑
m L†mLm)τρS(0)

]∣∣∣
−2
− 1

. (14)

The bound of Eq. (14) is similar to that obtained
in Ref. [29]. Note that there is no definite mag-
nitude relation between Eq. (14) and Ref. [29]. In

short time limit τ → 0, we obtain JGK2/ 〈G〉2 ≥
1/
[
TrS [

∑
m L

†
mLmρS(0)]τ

]
, where the denominator cor-

responds to the dynamical activity [45] in classical
Markov processes. Although Eq. (13) does not depend
on the continuous measurement, Eq. (14) only holds for
the continuous measurement corresponding to Eqs. (8)
and (9).

We perform a numerical simulation for the continu-
ous measurement. We consider photon counting in a
two-level atom driven by a laser field. Let |εg〉 and
|εe〉 denote ground and excite states, respectively. The
Lindblad equation of the system is HS = ∆ |εe〉 〈εe| +
(Ω/2)(|εe〉 〈εg|+ |εg〉 〈εe|) and L =

√
κ |εg〉 〈εe|, where ∆,

Ω, and κ are model parameters. Equation (6) concerns
two dynamics, that is, the original and its perturbed
dynamics. For each dynamics, we randomly select the
model parameters ∆, Ω, and κ (that is, 6 model pa-
rameters in total). The time duration τ is randomly
sampled (see the caption of Fig. 2(a) for the parame-
ter ranges), and the initial density operator ρS is deter-
mined randomly as well. For the selected parameters
and the density operator, we generate many quantum
trajectories and calculate (JGK+ JGK?)2/(〈G〉−〈G〉?)2. In
Fig. 2(a), we plot (JGK + JGK?)2/(〈G〉 − 〈G〉?)2 as a func-
tion of (η−1 − 1)−1 with η = |TrS [eKτρS(0)]|2 (which
is the right hand side of Eq. (6)) by circles, where the
dashed line denotes the lower bound. All circles are lo-
cated above the line, verifying Eq. (6) for the driven two-
level atom system. As denoted above, Eq. (6) should
hold for any continuous measurement (that is, any un-
raveling). Therefore, we also perform a numerical simu-
lation for different continuous measurements and verify
the bound (see Ref. [42] for details).

Information scrambling.—We next apply Eq. (6) to the
information scrambling. In the information scrambling,
OTOC [48], which was originally introduced by Ref. [49],

10-1 101 103
10-1

101

103

Lower bound
Random 

(b)

(c) (d)

Upper bound
Random (         )
Random (         )

(a)

0 1
0

1

FIG. 2. Applications of the main result [Eq. (6)]. (a) Illustra-
tion of continuous measurement model for N = 3 case. The
initial state of S and E are |ψS〉 and |02, 01, 00〉, respectively.
The environment subspace |mk〉 interacts with S via a unitary
operator Utk during an interval [tk, tk+1]. Finally at t = τ , E
is measured by G. (b) Precision (JGK + JGK?)2/(〈G〉 − 〈G〉?)2
as a function of (η−1 − 1)−1 for random realizations, where η
is the Loschmidt echo η = |TrS [eKτρS(0)]|2. The dashed line
denote the lower bound of the precision shown in Eq. (13).
The parameter ranges are ∆ ∈ [0.1, 3.0], Ω ∈ [0.1, 3.0], and
κ ∈ [0.1, 3.0] for each dynamics, and τ ∈ [0.1, 1.0]. (c) Illus-
tration of information scrambling in Ising spin chain (` = 5).
|Ψ〉 is prepared by applying in order of A, e−iHτ , B, and eiHτ

to |ψ〉. Finally, the system is measured by F . (d) Loschmidt
echo η as a function R defined in Eq. (18) for random re-
alization of Ising spin chain with the length ` = 3 (circles)
and ` = 5 (triangles). The dashed line denote the upper
bound of η. The other parameters are g = (

√
5 + 5)/8 and

h = (
√

5 + 1)/4 which are identical to Refs. [46, 47].

plays a fundamental role. OTOC is regarded as an im-
portant indicator for the extent of quantum chaos and
information spreading in quantum many-body systems.
Given a pure state |ψ〉, OTOC J(τ) is defined by

J(τ) ≡ | 〈ψ|B†(τ)A†B(τ)A|ψ〉 |2, (15)

where A,B are arbitrary Hermitian or unitary operators.
Here B(τ) = eiHτBe−iHτ is a Heisenberg interpretation
of the operator B, where H is a total Hamiltonian which
induces the unitary time evolution e−iHτ . Let us obtain
the bound for OTOC via Eq. (6). Specifically, we assume
that A and B are both unitary operators. In Eq. (6), we
consider the following states:

|Ψ〉 = eiHτBe−iHτA |ψ〉 , (16)

|Ψ?〉 = AeiHτBe−iHτ |ψ〉 . (17)

|Ψ〉 in Eq. (16) is obtained by successive application of
the unitary A, e−iHτ (the forward time evolution by H),
the unitary B, and eiHτ (the forward time evolution by
−H). On the other hand, for |Ψ〉?, we apply unitary
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operators in order of e−iHτ , B, eiHτ , and A. Because
the OTOC is | 〈Ψ?|Ψ〉 |2, substituting Eqs. (16) and (17)
to Eq. (6), we can obtain an upper bound for OTOC,
J(τ) ≤ R where

R ≡
[

1 +

( 〈F〉 − 〈F〉?
JFK + JFK?

)2
]−1

. (18)

Here F is any measurement operator on |Ψ〉 and |Ψ?〉 in
Eqs. (16) and (17). Equation (18) implies that mean and
variance of F provides an upper bound on the OTOC.

We perform a numerical simulation to verify Eq. (18).
We consider an Ising spin chain model employed in
Refs. [46, 47], where the spin is subject to both trans-
verse and longitudinal fields. Let ` be the length of the
chain, and σix and σiz be Pauli matrices of the spin at site
i. The Hamiltonian of the system is H = H0 + H1 with
H0 ≡ g

∑`
i=1 σ

i
x and H1 ≡ J

∑`−1
i=1 σ

i
zσ

i+1
z +h

∑`−1
i=2 σ

i
z +

(h − J)(σ1
z + σ`z), where h is longitudinal field strength,

J is the interaction strength, and g is transverse field
strength. Following Ref. [47], for the operators A and B

in Eq. (15), we select A = eiH0 and B = e−iθσ
ic
x with

θ = π/2 and ic ≡ (L + 1)/2. In this setting, when ` is
odd, B corresponds to the perturbing the center of the
spin chain. The procedure for obtaining |Ψ〉 in Eq. (16)
is depicted in Fig. 2(c) for ` = 5. We set the initial
pure state |ψ〉 = |b1〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |b`〉, where each |bi〉 is se-
lected randomly from the Bloch sphere. We randomly
generate Hermitian operator F , and calculate the right
hand side of Eq. (18) for each random case [the param-
eter settings are shown in the caption of Fig. 2(d)]. In
Fig. 2(d), we plot the OTOC J as a function of R for
` = 3 (circles) and ` = 5 (triangles), where the dashed
line denote the upper bound of Eq. (18). We see that all
the realizations are located below the dashed line, verify-
ing Eq. (18) numerically. For ` = 5, the bound becomes
looser, indicating that Eq. (18) is tighter for smaller sys-
tems. Although Eq. (18) confers a rather rough upper
bound for the OTOC, this way of narrowing down the
range of OTOC has a practical advantage because we
only have to simply observe |Ψ〉 and |Ψ〉?.

Conclusion.—In this letter, we have found a relation
between the Loschmidt echo and the precision. When
considering the continuous measurement in quantum
Markov processes, the obtained bound can be regarded as
a quantum generalization of TURs. Moreover, our bound
can be applied to obtain the bound for the OTOC, which
is an important indicator in information scrambling. It
is expected that we can obtain other thermodynamic re-
lations through the main result.
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This supplementary material describes the calculations introduced in the main text. Equation and figure numbers
are prefixed with S (e.g., Eq. (S1) or Fig. S1). Numbers without this prefix (e.g., Eq. (1) or Fig. 1) refer to items in
the main text.

S1. THERMODYNAMIC UNCERTAINTY RELATION

A. Mixed state case

In the main text, we consider a two-sided Lindblad equation for initially pure states. We consider a two-sided
Lindblad equation for an initially mixed state case.

Let ρS be the initial mixed state in S. We consider an ancilla A that purifies ρS . Let |ψ̃SA〉 in S+A be a purification
of ρS :

ρS = TrA

[
|ψ̃SA〉 〈ψ̃SA|

]
. (S1)

We want to define the time evolution on a pure state in S +A. We introduce the following Kraus operators that act
on S +A:

Ṽm ≡ Vm ⊗ IA (0 ≤ m ≤M), (S2)

where Vm is defined in Eqs. (8) and (9). When we apply Ṽm to the purified state |ψ̃SA〉 and trace out the ancilla A,
we obtain

TrA

[
M∑

m=0

Ṽm |ψ̃SA〉 〈ψ̃SA| Ṽ †m

]
= TrA

[
M∑

m=0

(Vm ⊗ IA) |ψ̃SA〉 〈ψ̃SA|
(
V †m ⊗ IA

)
]

=

M∑

m=0

VmTrA

[
|ψ̃SA〉 〈ψ̃SA|

]
V †m

=
M∑

m=0

VmρSV
†
m, (S3)

which shows that Ṽm induces the consistent time evolution for ρS in S. Using Ṽm defined in Eq. (S2), a pure state in
S +A+ E at t = τ is represented by

|Ψ̃(τ)〉 =
∑

m

ṼmN−1
· · · Ṽm0

|ψ̃SA〉 ⊗ |mN−1, · · · ,m0〉 , (S4)

As mentioned in the main text, m = [mN−1, ...,m1,m0] is a measurement record when we observe the environment

∗ hasegawa@biom.t.u-tokyo.ac.jp
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E with the projector Π(m) = |m〉 〈m|. We calculate the probability of obtaining m:

P (mN−1, ...,m0) = 〈Ψ̃(τ)|mN−1, ...,m0〉 〈mN−1, ...,m0|Ψ̃(τ)〉
= 〈Ψ̃(τ)|Ṽ †m0

...Ṽ †mN−1
ṼmN−1

...Ṽm0 |Ψ̃(τ)〉

= TrSA

[
ṼmN−1

...Ṽm0 |Ψ̃(τ)〉 〈Ψ̃(τ)| Ṽ †m0
...Ṽ †mN−1

]

= TrS

[
VmN−1

...Vm0TrA

[
|Ψ̃(τ)〉 〈Ψ̃(τ)|

]
V †m0

...V †mN−1

]

= TrS

[
VmN−1

...Vm0ρSV
†
m0
...V †mN−1

]
. (S5)

Therefore, statistics of m obtained by quantum trajectories induced by Vm with an initially mixed state ρS is identical
to the measurement on |Ψ̃(τ)〉 by IS ⊗ IA ⊗ G.

In a similar manner, we introduce the Kraus operators Ṽ?,m that represent perturbed dynamics:

Ṽ?,m ≡ V?,m ⊗ IA (0 ≤ m ≤M), (S6)

where V?,m is defined in the main text. Similar to |Ψ̃(τ)〉, the pure state of the conjugate dynamics in S + A+ E at
t = τ is

|Ψ̃?(τ)〉 =
∑

m

Ṽ?,mN−1
· · · Ṽ?,m0

|ψ̃SA〉 ⊗ |mN−1, · · · ,m0〉 . (S7)

As in the main text, we can compute the fidelity

〈Ψ̃?(τ)|Ψ̃(τ)〉 = TrSAE

[
|Ψ̃(τ)〉 〈Ψ̃?(τ)|

]

= TrSA

[∑

m

ṼmN−1
· · · Ṽm0

|ψ̃SA〉 〈ψ̃SA| Ṽ?,m0
· · · Ṽ?,mN−1

]

= TrS

[∑

m

VmN−1
· · ·Vm0ρSV?,m0 · · ·V?,mN−1

]
. (S8)

The last line of Eq. (S8) yields a two-sided Lindblad equation with the initial state ρ.

B. Measurement operator on the environment

The Kraus operator Vm in Eqs. (8) and (9) are not unique. Let B be a unitary matrix. Any Kraus operator Ym
defined by

Yn =
∑

m

BnmVm, (S9)

yields the same time evolution as Vm, that is,
∑
m VmρSV

†
m =

∑
m YmρSY

†
m. A different Kraus operator corresponds

to a different measurement on the environment E. The basis of the kth environmental subspace is |mk〉 where
mk ∈ {0, 1, ...,M}, and, in this section, we simply write |m〉 to express the subspace |mk〉. The Kraus operator of
Eqs. (8) and (9) corresponds to the measurement with basis |m〉 for each subspace of the environment. Let us consider
a different basis |α〉 representing a basis different from |m〉. |α〉 is related to |m〉 via

|α〉 =
∑

m

Amα |m〉 , (S10)

where A is a unitary operator. A direct calculation shows that the unitary operator A satisfies A = B†, indicating
that the unitary freedom in the Kraus operator corresponds to that in the measurement basis. By using |α〉 and Yn,
Eq. (10) can be represented by

|Ψ(τ)〉 =
∑

α

YαN−1
· · ·Yα0

|ψS〉 ⊗ |αN−1, · · · , α0〉 , (S11)
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where α ≡ [αN−1, ..., α1, α0]. In the main text, we consider the counting observable defined in Eq. (11). In the main
text, we consider a measurement on the environment by the projector Π(m) = |m〉 〈m|. In this case, we observe a
realization of m and the principal system becomes an unnormalized state VmN−1

· · ·Vm0
|ψ〉. Similarly, we can employ

a different projector Π̃(α) ≡ |α〉 〈α| for the environmental measurement. When using Π̃(α), we obtain a realization

of α and the principal system becomes an unnormalized state YαN−1
· · ·Yα0

|ψ〉. Using Π̃(α), we can consider an
Hermitian observable on the environment, which is expressed by

G̃ =
∑

α

g̃(α)Π̃(α), (S12)

where g̃(α) is any function of α. Because 〈Ψ?|Ψ〉 does not depend on the environmental basis, Eq. (6) should hold

for G̃ as well:

(
JG̃K + JG̃K?
〈G̃〉 − 〈G̃〉?

)2

≥ 1

|TrS [eKτρS(0)]|−2 − 1
. (S13)

|α〉 can be arbitrary orthonormal basis in the environment, indicating that the main result of Eq. (6) holds for any
continuous measurement.

In the main text, we consider a specific case that HS,? = 0 and L?,m = 0 for all m. In this case, the composite state
of the conjugate dynamics at t = τ is |Ψ?(τ)〉 = |ψS〉⊗ |0N−1, · · · , 00〉, which is unchanged from the initial state. The
counting observable G of Eq. (11) satisfies

〈G〉? = 〈Ψ?(τ)|IS ⊗ G|Ψ?(τ)〉 = 0, (S14)

〈G2〉? = 〈Ψ?(τ)|IS ⊗ G2|Ψ?(τ)〉 = 0, (S15)

which leads Eq. (6) to Eq. (14). However, for G̃ defined in Eq. (S12), we generally have

〈G̃〉? = 〈Ψ?(τ)|IS ⊗ G̃|Ψ?(τ)〉 6= 0, (S16)

〈G̃2〉? = 〈Ψ?(τ)|IS ⊗ G̃2|Ψ?(τ)〉 6= 0. (S17)

Equations (S16) and (S17) shows

JG̃K2

〈G̃〉2
�

1∣∣∣TrS

[
e(−iH−

1
2

∑
m L†mLm)τρS(0)

]∣∣∣
−2
− 1

. (S18)

Therefore, Eq. (14) depends on how we perform the continuous measurement.

C. Numerical simulation

In numerical simulation, we employ photon counting in a two-level atom driven by a laser field. As mentioned in
the main text, the Lindblad equation of the system is specified by

HS = ∆ |εe〉 〈εe|+
Ω

2
(|εe〉 〈εg|+ |εg〉 〈εe|), (S19)

L =
√
κ |εg〉 〈εe| , (S20)

where |εg〉 and |εe〉 denote ground and excite states, respectively; ∆, Ω, and κ are model parameters. Kraus operators
[Eqs. (8) and (9)] are

V0 = IS − i∆tHS −
1

2
∆tL†L, (S21)

V1 =
√

∆tL. (S22)

where V0 and V1 correspond to no detection and detection of a jump event within ∆t, respectively. Quantum
trajectories generated by Eqs. (S21) and (S22) can be described by the following stochastic Schrödinger equation:

dρS = −i[HS , ρS ]dt+ ρSTrS
[
LρSL

†]−
{
L†L, ρS

}

2
dt+

(
LρSL

†

TrS [LρSL†]
− ρS

)
dN . (S23)
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FIG. S1. Quantum trajectories generated by different measurement bases for a two-level atom driven by laser field (see
Section S1 C for details). Trajectories are generated by (a) ζ = 0 an (b) ζ = 1. Upper panels describe detection of jump events,
and the lower panels show ρee ≡ 〈εe|ρS |εe〉 as a function of t.

When using Eqs. (S21) and (S22), numerical results are shown in Fig. 2(b) in the main text.
As shown in Eq. (S13), the main result [Eq. (6)] holds for arbitrary measurements on E. It is known, the Lindblad

equation is invariant under the following transformation:

HS → HS −
i

2
(ζ∗L− ζL†), (S24)

L→ L+ ζIS , (S25)

where ζ ∈ C can be arbitrary value. The corresponding Kraus operator is

Y0 = IS − i∆t
[
HS −

i

2
(ζ∗L− ζL†)

]
− 1

2
∆t
(
L† + ζ∗

)
(L+ ζ) , (S26)

Y1 =
√

∆t (L+ ζIS) , (S27)

where Y0 and Y1 correspond to no detection and detection of a jump event, respectively. Y0 and Y1 [Eqs. (S26) and
(S27)] and V0 and V1 [Eqs. (S21) and (S22)] are related via a unitary transformation shown in Eq. (S9), where B is

B =

[
− 1

2 |ζ|2∆t+ 1 −
√

∆tζ∗√
∆tζ − 1

2 |ζ|2∆t+ 1

]
. (S28)

We have shown that the measurement basis is transformed via Eq. (S10), where A = B†. Because Eq. (S28) shows
that we can specify B via ζ alone, we can change the measurement basis by changing ζ. Figure S1 shows trajectories
generated by (a) ζ = 0 and (b) ζ = 1. As explained above, trajectories of (a) and (b) use different measurement
bases. Although the trajectories of (a) and (b) in Fig. S1 are very different, both cases reduce to the same dynamics
on average.

In Eq. (S13), we have shown that the main result [Eq. (6)] holds for any measurement basis applied to E (that is,
any unraveling of the Lindblad equation). We numerically verify that the main result [Eq. (6)] is satisfied for any
measurement basis. To change the basis, we first randomly determine ζ. For each dynamics (the original and the
perturbed dynamics), we randomly select the model parameters ∆, Ω, and κ. The time duration τ and the initial
density operator ρS is selected randomly as well. For the selected parameters and the density operator, we generate
many quantum trajectories and calculate (JGK + JGK?)2/(〈G〉− 〈G〉?)2. In Fig. S2, we plot (JGK + JGK?)2/(〈G〉− 〈G〉?)2
as a function of (η−1− 1)−1 with η = |TrS [eKτρS(0)]|2 by circles, where the dashed line denotes the lower bound. All
circles are above the line, verifying Eq. (6) for different measurement bases.
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FIG. S2. Continuous measurement of the two-state atom for different measurement basis. Precision (JGK+JGK?)2/(〈G〉−〈G〉?)2
as a function of (η−1−1)−1, where η = |TrS [eKτρS(0)]|2, for random realizations are plotted by circles. The dashed line denote
the lower bound of the precision shown in Eq. (6). The parameter ranges are ∆ ∈ [0.1, 3.0], Ω ∈ [0.1, 3.0], and κ ∈ [0.1, 3.0] for
each dynamics, and τ ∈ [0.1, 1.0] and |ζ| ∈ [0.0, 1.0].


